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June 5,2000 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Attn: Joe Fugitt 
Twin Towers Office Building 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 

Re: Final Feasibility Study Report 
Contract # N62467-89-D-0318/059 

Ref(a): FDEP Comments on the Final FFS dated May 1,2000 

Dear Mr. Fugitt: 

On behalf of the Navy, EnSafe Inc. is pleased to submit this letter to clarify the responses to 
comments on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for Site 38 (ON 11) at the Naval Air Station 
Pensacola in Pensacola, F lorida dated October 21, 1997 In Ref (a). Formal responses to technical 
WSEPA and FDEP comments were not included with the submittal of the Final Fefsibility Study 

Report dated November 17, 1999 because of the extensive reorganization of the document based 
on the previous comments and the inclusion of state SCTLs as TBCs. 

Please note that the EPA and FDEP comments were discussed at the October 1997 Partnering 
Meeting in Charleston, South Carolina. Greg Brown of FDEP attended 1te meeting along with 
the FDEP RPM, John Mitchell and the EPA RPM Gena Townsend. The decisions made at that 
meeting were incorporated into the document including the alternatives to be evaluated. 
Specifically, the following decisions were made: 

• Point. of compliance for surface water will be addressed by a) setup of monitoring scenario 
to meet 9N criteria at point of discharge, and b) each alternative. will discuss the surfac.e 
water criteria. 

• All alternatives will address compliance with ARARs 
• All soil identified as posing a risk will, at a minimum, be addressed in a no 

action/industrial control alternative 
• FS will be revised to support that soil is not a source for groundwater contamination 
• More details on screening tecimologies, present combinations of technologies, and 

investigate new technologies briefly 
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Specific alternatives to be evaluated were the following: 
No action 
Natural Attenuation 
Pump and Treat with Natural Attenuation 
Institutional Controls 
Enhanced Bio with Natural Attenuation 

Although the comments were nut addressed 'individually, the overall intent ofthe comments was 
addressed in the meeting and are documented in the meeting minutes and in the Final Feasibility 
Study Report. Because the meeting minutes are in the Administrative Record, the Navy believes 
that the comments have been adequately addressed. 

The Navy is aware of a clarification on using soil risk-based cleanup goals which is currently 
being used at other federal facilities in Florida, specifically Cecil Field and Orlando. The 
clarification is provided in the attachment. The Navy is in the process of reevaluating soil 
chemicals of concern at Site 38 in light of this clarification and will be submitting the revised soil 
volumes and clean-up goals in the future. The Navy regrets that this clarification document was 
not disseminated earlier :h the process. Many of the comments received on the Site 38 Feasibility 
Study Report may have been avoided which may have resulted in cost- and time-savings for all 
parties. 

If you should have any questions or need any additional information regarding the document, 
please do not hesitate to call me. 

Sincerely, 

EnSafe Inc. 

Allison Harris 
Task Order Manager 

Enclosures 

cc: Bill Hill, Code 1851 SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM with enclosure 
Gena Townsend, USEPA with enclosure 
EnSafe Inc. file with enclosure 

EnSafe Inc. Knoxville file with enclosure 
Administrative Record with enclosure 
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Occasionally. mere is some confusioa rcprding the use of IVl:I'3IC soil 
COIIcelltrations in risk assessment. both for eltimatiAg risks &om a sile a.,d in detennining 
wider existing soil conce»lI2!ions II'! consisteut \tith Iisk.Jmed sal cleaJIup goals. I 
wooId hh to like this oppommity to~. if I CID, some ri these issues. . . 

In most cases. rub from c~taminat~ soils are eviiualed based OR chronic 
exposure. Under these ciltWllSfaoc!S. aD iu!ividuaJ wiD be 'upoled to eontaminated 
soil, over I11l1ta rather than at one specifie location. If the indilitbl's 'tonIIct wilh ~ 
corzt.ammated aze. is random. the be!t ~OII of !he CODmIlr1tioIIlo which heJshe 
is expostd is the avetdgC contamiIwll COI)Ce1ltraboD over thM area. 1'be lbilUy to 
2tCuntdy generate an lverage cOlICeDtnuon over a given area is dependent upon a 
number of things. iDcluding the ~1ti0fl of the sampling and the Dumber of samples. 
Dec.aus~ thm InlY be tome lmCed!inty u to whether the mtage of i gjveD seC of 
samples ia ract represents the llUe'lvmp over the ma c( iJl1elest. the USEPA 
r=mmcadsuse of l 9S% upper COlIfidence limit estimaIC {9S1 Uct} of dle IDtII1 
PtJetIted fzom the dtta. {Note: See the attJd)ed _ fer the fammla ~ ro a1cu1Bt 
\be 9SCJ, UCL} This is comidmd 10 be consemtive ill tballbelt is. in dfcct,.95i 

. ctItIinty U1Il th~ true avenge is Jess Iban the valUe used for risk ,.Ic;uI.IiOltf or 
C01DpIlisotd, 

Because it proYiclcs !be best iDdieation of exposure c:oncentRtioa over lime. the 
9S'lt ucr. or &he IDeID c~trl!iOD is genmD)'· the most apptoprlate basis for 
cow~ site contamiallDll ~UIJCQ/tI&uoPS "Mid! soil clcamip WJct level; (SC1l.1). 
TbtItm 1 few CletptiOOS 10 dUs, wbc:D !he mWInum ~ J'IIbaIhIJl the 9S1J1r 
ua.. EboWd be compared with \he sen.. Thc;e m:: 
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I. • the 95CJi UO, YIlIII! t%'ecds die mujnmm mmQ'2lion pbsqw:d 

".' ... al!CC!Jl!'I1!on. If U $lie CODaDWIatlt amc:ennmi0lll are quke variable, die ~ 
vet QIl Clcced the ~ cOIICCIlIratioG ~ OQ site. IndUs silDatioa. die 
USEPA recommends usinJ me mWmlllD dctec1ed coocenuati<Jp, ratber tbaa 1be 

.;. ~ UCL, far list IlWSSZIa[ puJpOSCS. 

2. . ' dUll J!'I! jn;ufficjq! dp JQ svaxns caJcyJaajRP or I ~"UCL USEPA 
pidmce rccommc:ads that • 9S~ UCL value dIou14 D~ be caIeulaIed (lad 1be 
muimum conec:ntntioll. used instead) if there are rewer thin 10 umples 
($~ GllidtmCt ro RAC;S.- CtzktUJinl tiM Q/II&enlnzrftJn nl1ll, 
OSWER, 1992). 

3. Whciu SC'D,I lie bucd OQJQl1A lOxicitt.ia cbi!cBp. Small ~ ~1Wly 
mgest ICIalivclylm-ge quanrities of soli while pla7inc- T)picaI JCsidcDtid $CIlr 
baed oa chnmic. Iow-~ apc!$UfI ~ soils .. pcobaWy also ~ IIllda 
m~1 of a 11l!C. -=1I1C soil dose fol" IDOSt dlemicaJs. but Ib= arc same 
iqJortalll elccptioos (Calabrese et al. F.IrYimft. Healdl Pcrspcct.lOS:13S4-13S1. 
lW1). Dwing development of residtalial SCILs for Cbe BIowntIcJ.d5 pI'OpJIU, 

debt cbemkaJs were ideatificd as having potcItiaIly an~bJe risks 
associated ';!b lft aeme. bt!e soil inJc:stioo episode ita cbildren (e.g.., S to 10!
olaaiJ 0111 liD&le oceasioo). For cd! Cif du:se cbemicIIs - bIrium. cadIoiam. 
copper. q_, fluaddc. Dickel. pbeRol;- alSd ~ - reddeaIiaI SCl1J 
wm derived based on ICtItt IOJicity in ehilm SiDe! Ibese sc:I1J R bIIsed oa 
protectioa &ring • ooe-time soil ~ incidem. it is importIDt that they IlOl be 
~,cccdcd Ii Illy poiut OD-~ vrbm'c!.n"Jdrcu might ~ ~ m ciblatiaas 

mvolvin& emat or portntjaJ residebtiallaJld use and the IJ!KIICC of these 
_irK chcmjcals. 1he ~al SC1ls fortlat dcmicals should be compd 
wilh DIlimDlD d:~ SOIl eoocecttadollS I1thathau 951 OCL values. That is. 
these spca6c ~ slwuld be IISCd u "not-t~ values. 

In evaluating whether conllminanl ccnceatIltiCIIIS on aile am eomistenfwith dE 
SCIts. it Ihould ~ be 8UlOm3ticaIIy assmned !bat I site-wide average IhoWd be used. 
The ~ idea is to average COIICeI1tt1Uons over III area based OIl reasonable I:tMtJ 
patterns for the most-exposed pote1ltial receptor, ObservBlionl of buman l~tiVity . 

. associ*d with the site C8D be used to assist in 1 dettl !l!j!l'tino « the ~lte size of 
~ ror~1 when Mluatinl rUb posed by ciJDeul site condi_ his. 
II\D ciflkuh to decide, whit eonsti1ll£t teaSooable IvmgiD& fer fUIDIt lIld use wlm 
bumu 1Cd~ paIII:mI are unbown. 11 has ~ Jllgest!d IhII M futme Jaidenlial 
~ ImtIdos are IDVolvc4, tuDtCD\l1lliOll$ iI"101Ild 'bo a"ftRPIlM:I" 'DO ~ dIa 
O.5--ICR ICCtfou, COITt5pOlldin, to III .V~ ruidentiIJ lot, for ~SOl 1riI1J 
rtSideatiaJ SCTL.s. 

AJeu of loca1ilzc1, high eOlrtllllinant CODCeI2Inticm.t ("iIot 'POtS") DIIY be of 
COnctm, e~ jg situations where the 95., UCL of lite. mean coucatntiou foe abe 
cbcmicd is witbiu aa:epable limits.. The oeed 10 cousider bot spw anses fmm ccnccm 
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• " dr.ar raxicity may Jr.SUIl, under some ~ from relatively brief exposure ro 'lay 

high CODtamiDant CODCCPD:lJiOO5. Data"M wbkb 10 evalDate toxkay tiom S11Ch acute: 
cxposms are oftei QQt JWtily avaiJaWc. ad a COIlrlYIIivc, cxpediCIlIlIjIpCItl1 is to set 
u. IJRler limit fer hol SPOC coDCeDtr3liOQC baed ou some IDUltipJe of Ihe SCTL. -" a 
geuml ~ ;m 1Ip(ICI' limit far cOllWllinanl cooc:eGllllions in bot spolS qf 3-timcs the 
SCIL shauld be hcaldt procecDVe [widl die DOIable ~011 of xesideulill SClU based 
OD E1RC 10XlctEy ill cbilJrcn. ~ diScImc4 aboVe}. - , ' . 

I hope that this inf~tiDft ls asefDl. Sbould you have any questions rcganiog 
this infotmatiOl1. pkase do not hesim: 10 COlJUCt me. 

SlICphtn M. Roberts, PhD. . 
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. Eqaadoll for the CakalatJoll of tbe J5~ UCL or !be ArItIuDetic MeaD lOr a 
LopormaI DbtrlhutlCID: . 

Wbm: 

e ~ amtant (bas: of the fl2turJl Jog.. equal (0 2.118) 
i:: mean of the loB: traDSfonncd dill 
s = standard dcvi:lUon of !be log tr.mSformed duta 
fl;;; 8$--

N:: number of samples 

Iqnatioa for tht CalculatioD oem, 9S~ UCL orlheArJtJmactic: Mt.aIIl'oraNormal 
DistribuUoD: " I"' ." , 

9SWa. = i +t(sI.fn) 

Wlm: 

i = JWI1 of the untrWfOtmed data 
s =stmIdard deviation of die untransfotmed data 
1 = S1DdeDI-t ~ 
D = DUmber of amples 
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